PUBLIC BUILDINGS 


ity 
OF MICHIGAN 


hy 


HEARING ely 


BEFORE A re cADING 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 
UNITED STATES SENATE 
EIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS 
FIRST SESSION 


ON 


S. 1210 


A BILL TO AMEND THE PUBLIC BUILDINGS ACT OF 1949 


H. R. 6410 


AN ACT TO AUTHORIZE THE CONSTRUCTION OF A BUILD- 
ING FOR A MUSEUM OF HISTORY AND TECHNOLOGY 
FOR THE SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 


JUNE 14, 1955 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Public Works 


os 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 1955 








COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 
DENNIS CHAVEZ, New Mexico, Chairman 


ROBERT 8. KERR, Oklahoma EDWARD MARTIN, Pennsylvania 
ALBERT GORE, Tennessee FRANCIS CASE, South Dakota 
STUART SYMINGTON, Missouri PRESCOTT BUSH, Connecticut 
STROM THURMOND, South Carolina THOMAS H. KUCHEL, California 
PAT McNAMARA, Michigan NORRIS COTTON, New Hampshire 
RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, Oregon ROMAN L,. HRUSKA, Nebraska 





SUBCOMMITTEE ON PuBLic BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS 
STUART SYMINGTON, Missouri, Chairman 


STROM THURMOND, South Carolina FRANCIS CASE, South Dakota | 

PAT McNAMARA, Michigan THOMAS H. KUCHEL, California 

RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, Oregon ROMAN L. HRUSKA, Nebraska 
0m 


a eT Ee Te ee ee ee 


— 


<< 


OA a lee g tue tami NY 





SE TT RR ne rn 


eet 


CONTENTS 





Statements, letters, etc.: 


Bartholomew, Harland, Chairman, National Capital Planning Com- 


Brundage, Percival, Acting Director, Bureau of the ‘Budget ___- : 

Elliott, Maxwell H., General C ounsel, General Services Administra- 
Finley, David E., Chairman, Commission of Fine Arts 
Graf, j. E. , Acting Secretary, Smithsonian Institution 
a en amowieuuwn 
Keddy, J. L., Assistant Secretary, Smithsonian Institution 5 : 
Mansure, Edward F., Administrator, General Services Administration. 
Pearson, Harold, Assistant Director, Bureau of the Budget________- 
— Fred S., Deputy Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, 

Na a 


Press, William H., executive vice president, Was! hington Board of 


Page 


13, 14 


14, 















PUBLIC BUILDINGS 





TUESDAY, JUNE 14, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE ComMMITTER ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic BuiLpInGs AND GROUNDS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:40 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Stuart Symington (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Symington (presiding), Hruska, and Gore. 

Senator Symrneton. The hearing will proceed on 5S. 1210. Coll. 
W. H. Press, executive vice president of the Washington Board of 
Trade, and representatives of the General Services Administration 
are to testify. 

We will make the bill a part of the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


[S. 1210, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL To amend the Public Buildings Act of 1949 so as to e!iminate the one-year limitation on the period 
of leases of space for Federal agencies in the District of Columbia 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 407 of the Public Buildings Act of 
1949 is amended by striking out “, not in excess of one year,’’. 


STATEMENT OF MAX ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Exuiorr. Mr. Chairman, for many years the authority to 
lease in the District of Columbia has been limited to 1 year, and out- 
side of the District of Columbia for 5 years. 

I am talking now about the leasing of space by General Services 
and its predecessor, general office space. 

The theory of the 1-year limitation in the District—and I believe 
that goes back as far as the Public Buildings Act of 1926—was that 
in our capital city the Government’s space needs should be provided, 
generally speaking, through federally owned office buildings, and that 
leases should be resorted to only in rare emergencies, such as we had 
in World War IT. 

For that reason the Congress in the past has kept that limitation 
to 1 year, perhaps as a deterrent to our going into long-term leasing 
of space in the District. 

I would think that that policy is at least generally prevalent today, 
because as you know the Congress recently passed this bill for the 
construction of a new office building in the area here for the Atomic 
Energy Commission. I believe that originated out of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. But it was passed by Congress. 
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2 PUBLIC BUILDINGS 


We therefore have had substantial operating experience in supplying 
the Government’s needs in the District of Columbia on the 1-year 
basis and outside the District on the 5-year basis. We have had no 
problem, or no difficulty in meeting our needs in the District under 
the current 1-year limitation. And therefore we are not seeking or 
suggesting any change in policy. 

Of course, if the Congress wishes to change it, naturally we will 
accept it; but we have no need for it. 

Is that correct, Mr. Poorman? 

Mr. Poorman (Deputy Commissioner, Public Building Services, 


General Services Administration). Yes, sir. I might also suggest - 


that in the face of the present discussions concerning dispersion and 
the present fluctuation in the size of our governmental agencies here, 
we feel that we could get caught with our longer-term leases. 

Senator Symrneron. This is strictly permissive, is it not? 

Mr. Poorman. It is permissive, sir. It is like many permissive 
things: we sometimes weaken. 

Senator Symineton. But you could get caught anywhere else in 
the United States, could you not? 

Mr. Poorman. The fluctuation is not as great. 

Senator Symineron. You take in cities like Chicago, St. Louis, 
Kansas City—you have a great deal of fluctuation in space. Right 
now, within the last couple of weeks, we have taken a major branch 
of the Government and moved it from St. Louis to Kansas City, 
which is an interstate activity. 

So I do not see why your situation in the District should be different 
than it is elsewhere from the standpoint of getting caught. 

Mr. Poorman. Well, the Korean situation, for example—any 
change in world conditions can make quite a change in the total 
population here. 

Senator Symincron. I must say. But you can decide all that at 
the time you make the contract. This simply gives you more leeway. 

Mr. Poorman. That is correct. 

Senator Symineton. Are you afraid to have it for more than a 
year? 

Mr. PoorMan. Well, maybe we’re somewhat like—the national debt 
limit, national debt ceiling, for example 

Senator SyMINGToN. You are not opposed to the Treasury Depart- 
ment’s request to increase the national debt limit? 

Mr. Poorman. No. I am not opposed to anything any other 
agency desires. 

Senator Symineton. I do not quite get the comparison, then, if 
you are opposed to this and not to that. 

Mr. Poorman. We feel that our operating experience to date has 
been satisfactory. We feel that with this option there will be a desire 
on the part of property owners to obtain leases for a greater period. 
Whereas under the present circumstances, knowing our limit, we have 
been successful in getting satisfactory leases for the short terms. 

Mr. Exuior. I think, Mr. Chairman, that is the real answer. It 
is not that we are afraid to exercise the permissive authority. It is 
that in the practical matter of going out into the market, as long as 
we only have 1-year authority and can only make leases for 1 year, 
folks will deal with us on that basis. 
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lf we have permissive authority to deal on a longer-term basis 
a number of them might hold out for longer terms, longer leases 
And while we might set up a criterion and 

Senator SymincTon. Well, if there is going to be space to be let 
and a man can hold out for longer leases and lease it, then he would 
do it whether you were allowed to do it or not if he wants a longer- 
term lease 

Mr. Ettror. If he could lease elswehere than to the Government 

Senator Symincton. He would rather have a 5-year lease than 
a l-vear lease. 

Mr. Exuiorr. I expect he would. But under our present leasing 
authority the folks that have property and are renting it know that 
is all we get. But if we have permissive authority to grant longer 
leases they will hold out for a longer lease, longer period of lease. 

Senator Hruska. Whether they will need it for longer than 1 year 
or not? 

Mr. Exuiorr. That is correct, ves. 

Senator Symineton. If they hold out they lose the lease, unless 
you give in to something that you think is unsound. 

Mr. Exuiorr. That is correct. But it might limit our- 

Senator Syminctron. I must say I can not follow that thinking, 
and I have had experience along that line in my time 

In effect, therefore, the General Services Administration is opposed 
to this bill? 

Mr. Exxiorr. I wouldn’t go so far as to say that. 1 would say we 
feel that we don’t need it. 

Senator Symincton. What is your experience on regular renewal 
of 1-year leases? 

Mr. Poorman. I don’t have that information here, sir. It has 
not been unsatisfactory. We have operated under this for quite 
a while. Our original rental rate in the District is $1.34 per square 
foot per annum. That includes quite a variety of space, and it is 
my understanding that our rates are consistent with what we could 
expect to get under longer-term leases. 

Senator Symincton. Have you had many cases where you have 
leased for a year and then gotten out? 

Mr. Poorman. I would have to get that information for you. 
There have been some, and there are some now that are up for renewal 
that we would like to dispose of if the Department of Defense require- 
ments are modified. 

Senator SymincTon. Senator Hruska, Senator Gore, any further 
questions? 

Senator Hruska. No further questions. 

Senator Gore. No further questions. 

Senator Symincton. Thank you, gentlemen. Before Colonel Press 
testifies on this bill I would like to submit for the record a letter from 
the Bureau of the Budget. It is not necessary to read it. The letter 
states that the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the bill in 
question. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
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Executive Orrick. oF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BupGeEt, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 7, 1955, 
Hon. Dennis CHAVEz, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CuatrMan: This will acknowledge your letter of February 26, 
1955, inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on 8. 1210, a bill to amend 
the Public Buildings Act of 1949 so as to eliminate the 1-year limitation on the 
period of leases of space for Federal agencies in the District of Columbia. 

The Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to the enactment of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
HAROLD PEARSON, 
Assistant Director. 


Senator Symineton. Colonel Press, would you identify yourself for 
the record. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. PRESS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
OF THE WASHINGTON BOARD OF TRADE 


Mr. Press. I am William H. Press, executive vice president of the 
Washington Board of Trade, an organization composed of more than 
6,000 business, professional, and civic leaders of Washington. Pur- 
suant to a recommendation of our metropolitan development com- 
mittee approved by our board of directors, I am authorized to present 
a brief statement in support of S. 1210 which would eliminate the 
l-year limitation on leases by the United States in the District of 
Columbia. 

We support enactment of this legislation because we believe it 
would be beneficial to both the United States and the District of 
Columbia. 

The 1-year limitation which, I understand, is not applicable in other 
jurisdictions, makes the United States Government an unattractive 
tenant for many property owners who understandably do not consider 
it is sound business to let important blocks of space on short-term, 
l-year contracts. It is not surprising, therefore, that space leased 
to the United States for 1-year periods normally commands a higher 
rental than would be agreed upon for longer term leases. 

This is not to say that costs to the Government under the terms of 
the law are unreasonable, it is merely intended to remind the com- 
mittee that, generally speaking, longer term leases would mean 
savings to the United States just as they would to any responsible 
tenant. 

I hasten to add that neither is it suggested that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should adopt as a general ms the taking of longer term 
leases on real property in the District of Columbia. We fully appre- 
ciate the soundness of the legal 1-year lease maximum specified by 
the Congress with respect to many properties required by the United 
States, but we do not believe that this inflexible limitation is always 
in the best interest of the Federal Government. 

We suggest that the removal of this provision from the law so that 
the using agency would be free to make that type of lease justified 
by the circumstances in each case and most advantageous to the 
United States is desirable. 

Quite recently, and after considering the matter for several years, 
the Congress authorized the lease-purchase principle to be employed 
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in providing Federal facilities under some circumstances. The 
Board of Trade supported the enactment of that legislation in the 
belief that it established an alternative method of arranging for 
needed facilities which could be employed in the best interests of the 
Federal Government in some cases. 

We believe that adoption of S. 1210 wouid eliminate a rigid limita- 
tion, which in some cases is not in the best interest of the United 
States Government, and would permit the agencies having the 
responsibility to enter into longer term contracts when they are 
desirable and warranted. 

As the committee knows, there is now at least one proposal for 
erecting a multiple-purpose structure in downtown Washington 
requiring the enactment of this legislation to become a reality. Be- 
cause we have concluded, after careful review, that such a project 
would be of great benefit to the Nation’s Capital and useful to the 
United States, we cite it here as one example of the desirability of 
removing the 1-year limitation from the law. 

This project is planned to provide modern office space, including 
vault space, to house some 15,000 people, 1,800 offstreet parking 
places which could handle some 6,000 cars daily, a union bus terminal 
and additional retail store areas. Obviously, it would be a significant 
community asset. 

Material transportation benefits would accrue from the needed 
offstreet parking facilities and from the offstreet bus loading and 
storage facilities to house District of Columbia, Maryland and Virginia 
buses. The facility promises to alleviate pressing traffic and trans- 
portation problems in the downtown area. 

Local taxpayers, the District Government, hence the United States, 
would benefit in that it has been estimated that some $2 million in 
local revenues would be collected annually, of which $1,200,000 would 
be direct real-estate taxes. Since the area is already served by water, 
sewer, police and fire protection and _ the like, most of the indicated 
revenue would be a net gain for the District. 

Moreover, the project would undoubtedly revitalize a declining 
downtown area, strengthening its retail characteristics, and preserving 
property values. It can confidently be anticipated that it would 
actually increase values in large adjacent areas and therefore provide 
still additional tax revenue to the District. 

These promised benefits for the Nation’s Capital should be and, we 
believe are, of concern to the United States Government. It seems 
entirely appropriate that the Congress should give full weight to their 
value in determining upon the location and cost of providing needed 
Federal facilities. 

Senator Symineron. What is the project that you are talking about? 

Mr. Press. This particular one is one that has been projected for 
the area between 8th and 10th and D and E streets, a 2-square area 
It would get all the Maryland and Virginia buses that now congest 
that area off the street by providing an offstreet terminal, similar 
to the one which the Port of New York Authority provided in New 
York. It would provide 1,800 offstreet parking spaces. 

Senator Symincron. Would it be privately financed? 

Mr. Press. From my understanding, it would be privately financed 
if a reasonable lease of some duration could be entered into. 
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Senator SymMincton. In other words it would be a lease-purchase 
arrangement? 

Mr. Press. No, sir. I don’t think it could be a lease-purchase 
arrangement since it is a multipurpose building. But it is my under- 
standing that it may be possible—and of course that is something 
that we can’t comment on. But it is my understanding that it may 
be possible for the United States Government to lease space, office 
space in that building at a rate which would make it pay, or even 

Senator Symincron. Well, would it be some form of a prenuptual 
agreement for the Government, or do the people plan to build it and 
take their chances on leasing it? 

Mr. Press. I dare say that a formal lease with a responsible tenant 
is—will be essential to the financing of the project through private 
means. 

Senator Symrneton. In other words, you do not believe they 
would start building it unless they had a lease from the Government? 

Mr. Press. From the Government or some other responsible 
tenant. 

Senator Symincron. But if they had it from a responsible tenant 
other than the Government you would not need any change in the law. 

Mr. Press. That is correct. But I cite that one instance as a kind 
of thing where the United States Government might find it desirable 
from their own point of view and also in the interest of the Nation’s 
Capital to go into that arrangement, which they cannot do so long as 
this inflexible arrangement is in the law. 

Senator Symincron. You have stated reasons why you think there 
should be a change in the law. Do you know any reasons why there 
should not be? 

Mr. Press. No, sir. 

Senator Symincron. What this would really do would be to put 
the District of Columbia, from the standpoint of public leasing, in a 
more advantageous position than any other city or town in the United 
States. Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. Press. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. In connection with that last point, if there were 
no limitation you would be in a more advantageous position in the 
District of Columbia. Is that not right? 

Mr. Press. Well, I guess so. In fact, I’m not sure there is any 
real reason for a 5-year limitation. 

Senator Hruska. This amendment calls for the elimination of the 
l-year maximum. Unless the 5-year limitation were eliminated from 
the leases which are taken up by the Government elsewhere in the 
country, then the situation in the District of Columbia would not be 
on a parity. 

Mr. Press. Senator, I am not sufficiently familiar with the law to 
know. 

Senator Symineton. Well, the Senator’s point is well taken. In 
other words, around the country 5 years is the limitation. Is that 
right? 

Senator Hruska. That is my understanding. 

Senator Syminetron. And this would eliminate any limitation. 

Mr. Press. Doesn’t seem to me that that is unreasonable. It seems 
to me that the Government, the same as business, could very well be 
expected to make the best arrangement it can. 
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Senator SYMINGTON. Suppose this were changed from 1 year to 
5 years. Would that satisfy you? 

Mr. Press. | could not answer that question, Senator. I am not 
familiar with the financing. 

Senator SyMiInGToN. You are coming here recommending the bill 

Mr. Press. I am coming here recommending that we eliminate 
that provision. I am not in a position to say that the 5-year—that 
the substitution of a 5-year limitation would make that financeable. 

Senator Symincron. You are not basing your entire position on 
this one instance, are you? 

Mr. Press. No, no. I mean this particular instance that we are 
talking about. I think there can be other similar cases like that. 
I think the Congress has got to give a little more thought perhaps to 
the economy of the Nation’s Capital in the future than it has in the 
past. There are many disturbing trends going on here. 

Senator Symincton. Would you get for the record and give us your 
opinion and those of your associates as to whether if we change this 
from 1 year to 5 years that would be satisfactory in your opinion. 

Mr. Press. Be very happy to. 

Senator Hruska. Now, if we are going to consider this thoroughly, 
it seems to me that we ought to have in mind the reason for the l-year 
limitation in the initial instance. 

As I understand, from the testimony of Mr. Elliott and Mr. Poor- 
man, their explanation for the l-year limitation is that it has been 
considered congressional policy that in the Nation’s Capital Govern- 
ment agencies should be housed in Government-owned buildings. 
That is why the 1-year limitation was put in there. 

Therefore the elimination of that limitation would mean that that 
entire policy will be totally reversed, is that not true? 

Mr. Press. Senator, I am not suggesting that the policy should be 
reversed. But because it was a sound policy some years ago, I don’t 
think it necessarily means that it is a sound policy today. 

Senator Hruska. Without reference to its soundness, it is a reversal 
of that policy. It permits the reversal of that policy and would 
very likely encourage it, because pressures would be brought to bear 
on public agencies to get into private 

Mr. Press. Undoubtedly some pressure would be brought to bear, 
but I know of no reason why it should change the existing policy 
to any erent extent. Where a need has been established over a 
period of many years the Federal Government will provide its own 
buildings. 

Senator Hruska. To what degree would a lease, for example, for 
a longer period than 1 year be required in this particular project that 
you mention? Fifty percent occupancy? Eighty percent occupancy? 
Twenty-five percent? 

Mr. Press. That I am not sure. And I propose to get that infor- 
mation for the chairman. 

Senator Hruska. So that in addition to the period of time you 
will also give us some information on the degree of occupancy on 
lease which those people feel would be necessary to make this project 
feasible? 

Mr. Press. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. Thank you, very much. Is there anybody 
else who would like to testify for or against this bill in this hearing? 
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Would you sit down, please? 

Mr. Beastey. O. H. Beasley. I am one of the four men interested 
in the project that Colonel Press mentioned, and I can answer the 
questions of you gentlemen, if you care to ask me any. 

Senator Symincton. I do not think we are interested in any par- 
ticular project. We are interested in the bill. I do not have any 
questions to ask. 

Senator Hruska, have you any questions? 

Senator Hruska. I have none. 

Mr. Beastey. You asked Colonel Press several questions which he 
will have to come to me and get. I thought I would save vou the time 
by answering the question, if the committee so desires. 

Senator Hruska. There were two questions asked, one by the 
chairman as to whether a 5-year limitation would be satisfactory, 
and the other had to do with the degree of occupancy necessary. 

Mr. Beastey. The answer is “No” to the first question. Five 
years is not sufficient. We were offered money to build this terminal 
by an insurance company for the minimum of 10 years. The building 
of it is precluded as the law now exists. The insurance company is 
not interested in financing it on that basis. We cannot finance it 
individually. 

The insurance company is interested in financing it if we are suc- 
cessful in securing a long-term lease for 10 or more years from some 
agency of the Government for the office space provided. That office 
space is expected to take the place of undesirable, spread-out affairs 
under which some Federal agencies are operating now, which is a 
distinct handicap. 

We will not be eligible under the so-called lease-purchase because 
the building will not be exclusively devoted to Government use. 

The space, as far as offices are concerned, is.equal to or better than 
the new General Accounting Building. The company does not pro- 
pose to use the rental of office space as a means of making money. The 
lease is a matter of collateral or security. 

Senator Symincron. Well, if you had it for 5 years—if the 5 years 
is eliminated, it would, as Senator Hruska pointed out, place Wash- 
ington in a peculiarly adv antageous position. 

Mr. Beastey. If we secured an advantageous position we should 
pay for it. 

Senator Symineron. I am not talking about what you would do as 
a private entrepreneur, but the whole Washington scene would be on 
a more favorable basis than any other spot in the country. 

Mr. Beastey. I do not think that can be disputed. But in secur- 
ing such a position I do not think the Government is sacrificing any- 
thing, but it is gaining by putting itself in a bargaining position in 
order to secure a very much more favorable position than they are 
able to secure now. 

Senator Symineton. Senator Hruska, Senator Gore, any questions? 

Senator Hruska. No. 

Senator Gore. No. 

Senator Syminctron. Anybody else who would like to testify for or 
against this bill? 

(There was no response.) 

(Whereupon, the hearing on S. 1210 was closed.) 





CONSTRUCTION OF A BUILDING FOR THE 
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 


TUESDAY, JUNE 14, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustiic BurILpDINGs AND GrRouUNDS, 
Washington, D.C 

The subcommittee met at 11:20 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Stuart Symington (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Symington, Hruska, and Gore. 

Senator Symincton. The hearing will proceed on H. R. 6410. 

(The document referred to above is as follows: 


[H. R. 6410, 84th Cong., Ist sess.) 


AN ACT To authorize the construction of a building for a Museum of History and Technology for the 
Smithsonian Institution, including the preparation of plans and specifications, and all other work inci 
dental thereto 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Regents of the Smithsonian Institution 
are hereby authorized and directed to have prepared drawings and specifications 
for, and to construct, a suitable building fora Museum of Hist>rv and Technology 
(with requisite equipment, approaches, architectural landscepe treatment of the 
grounds, and connections with public utilities and the Federal heating system) 
for the use of the Smithsonian Institution, to be located on that part of reservation 
3 which is bounded bv Twelfth Street Northwest on the east, Fourteenth Street 
Northwest on the west, Constitution Avenue on the north, and Madison Drive 
on the south, title to which is in the United States, at a cost not to exceed 
$36,000,000. 

Sec. 2. That the exact location of the building on the site shall be approved by 
the National Capital Planning Commission, and the design shall be approved by 
the Commission of Fine Arts. 

Sec. 3. That the preparation of said drawings and specifications, the design 
and erection of the building, and all work incicental thereto shall be under the 
supervision of the Administrator of the General Services Administration in accord- 
ance with provisions of the Public Buildings Act of May 25, 1926, as amended. 

Sec. 4. That there is hereby established a Joint Congressional Committee on 
Construction of a Building for a Museum of Histervy and Technology for the 
Smithsonian Institution. It shall be the duty of the Joint Committee to advise 
with the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institution during the planning and 
construction of such building. The Joint Committee shall be composed of ter 
members as follows: Five Senators appointed by the President of the Senste. 
three of whom shall be the Senate members of the Board of Regents of the Smith 
sonian Institution; five Representatives appointed by the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, three of whom shall be the Representative mem!ers of the 
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institution. The Joint Committee shall 
from time to time, but at least once annually, submit to the Congress a report 
on the progress of the planning and construction of the building. Upon coimple- 
tion of the building, the Joint Committee shall submit a final report 

Sec. 5. That there are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution such sums, not to exceed $36,000,000, as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act: Provided, That appropriatiors 
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for this purpose, except such part as may be necessary for the incidental expenses 
of the Regents of the Smithsonian Institution in connection with this project, shall 
be transferred to the General Services Administration for the performance of the 
work. 

Passed the House of Representatives June 8, 1955. 

Attest: 


taLepH R. Rosperts, Cler! 


Senator Symineton. Our first witness will be Mr. J. L. Keddy, 
Assistant Secretary, Smithsonian Institution. 

Have you a prepared statement, Mr. Keddy? 

Mr. Keppy. I have a prepared statement. This statement has 
already been submitted to the House. We did not want to take up 
any more time of the committee. 

Senator Symincton. How long is it? 

Mr. Keppy. It is about six pages. We would just as soon file it 
with the committee and answer any questions that you or the other 
members of the committee would like to ask us. 

Senator Symincron. What would be your pleasure, Senator Hruska, 
Senator Gore? 

Senator Gore. I will abide by any suggestion of the chairman. 

Senator Hruska. So will I. 

Senator Symineton. How much money is involved? 

Mr. Keppy. The limit is not to exceed $36 million. 

Senator Symineron. I think you had better read the statement. 
If you want to skip any part of it that you do not think is particularly 
pertinent, you may do so. 

Mr. Keppy. It was 53 years ago that Secretary Langley was 
authorized to plan and construct our present Natural History Build- 
ing. Seven years later, in 1909, the new building was ready for 
occupancy. I am encouraged to hope that I will be at least as 
successful as Secretary Langley in presenting our needs before the 
Senate. 

As you know, last year we placed this request before the Congress 
with the approval of the Bureau of the Budget, the Office of Defense 
Mobilization, the National Capital Planning Commission, the General 
Services Administration, and the Commission of Fine Arts. They 
all approved it. 

The countrywide response to the announcement of this request was 
unanimously favorable. The Senate bill, last year’s bill S. 3622, was 
passed by the Senate in the closing days of Congress by unanimous 
consent. 

The House bill, H. R. 9500, which Representative Dondero was 
kind enough to sponsor, was still under consideration as the session 
ended. So the bill that passed the Senate, failed to pass the House. 

In the months that have followed, the conditions that prompted 
our original request have steadily grown more pressing. 

The crowding of our collections and the functional shortcomings of 
our buildings are not new. As long ago as 1928 the Director of the 
National Museum was reporting serious overcrowding of both 
exhibits and study collections in our Arts and Industries Building. 
Today this 75-year-old structure is literally packed to the rafters with 
priceless national treasures. And from these rafters hang some of 
the choicest exhibits from our aircraft collection, which shares the 
building with the National Museum. That is the Kitty Hawk, the 
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Wright Kitty Hawk, and the Spirit of St. Lowis and the Winnie Mae 
and so on. 

The reason why these collections have outgrown the museum of 
course, is that in the past half century and more our country has made 
incredible progress technologically. And it has also made a lot of 
history. Patriotic citizens have overwhelmed us with offers of 
valuable and unique materials recording the history and technology 
of the period and of earlier periods as well. They have offered so 
much that we could only accept a fraction of it, only the most signifi- 
cant items relating to our Nation’s history, to historic personages, 
and to our scientific and technological and industrial progress. 

These collections have grown and must continue to grow, as they 
do in the museums of every forward-moving country, and we must 
continue to accept gifts that meet our high standards. They are the 
vital records of our national development, and our people properly 
have an abiding interest in them. We must not only accept and 
preserve these valuable gifts to the Nation. We must exhibit them 
so that visitors—as many as 25,000 a day, more than 1,700,000 a 
year in this one building—including hundreds of thousands of our 
schoolchildren and foreign visitors from all over the world can see 
and understand them. 

We cannot possibly preserve and exhibit these important records 
properly in a building that even in its early days was considered a 
cheaply built shell, and today is both inadequate and inappropriate. 
It is too small. The arrangement of its halls is inefficient. It pro- 
vides none of the usual working and service facilities required in a 
modern museum. It has no basement. 

Although it has been called facetiously the Nation’s attic, it has no 
attic—only the bare rafters and a corroded tin roof that in a year 
or two will have to be replaced at more than the original cost of the 
entire building. 

Senator Gore. May I ask a question? Why do you not paint 
that tin roof? 

Mr. Keppy. They work on it all the time, Senator. 

Senator Gore. Well, it does not corrode very fast with paint on it, 
does it? 

Mr. Keppy. Well, the tin roof now, I think, is over 50 years old. 

Senator Gore. I will withdraw my question. 

Mr. Keppy. Incidentally, Senator, we are having to replace our 
copper roof on the Natural History Building at a cost of $150,000 
because it was originally poorly engineered and it cracks all the time. 
And we have to plaster that up with tar and muslin. 

Senator Gore. I withdraw my question. 

Mr. Keppy. I have stated before other committees of Congress 
that my whole professional career has been spent in a climate of 
frugality. Economy is a word in high favor in my vocabulary. | 
am equipped to recognize the skill with which each dollar has been 
employed at the Smithsonian to provide the Nation with a museum 
of national significance and general appeal. 

But I can also claim some skill at rec ognizing the point at which 
extreme economy and “‘make-do”’ with obsolete equipment and feeili- 
ties can defeat completely the very purpose for which our Institution 
is maintained. I submit that this point has now been reached. We 
at the Smithsonian can find no solution short of a new building. 
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We are requesting authorization for the construction of a museum 
building at a cost not to exceed $36 million. We have already started 
planning this building, and we have given much serious thought to it. 
In the illustrated prospectus which lies before you we have summed up 
our concept of a museum that will house our materials in history and 
technology, and will at the same time meet what we consider to be a 
most pressing national need. 

The new museum as we plan it will be both a museum of United 
States history and a museum of science, engineering, and industry. 
This combination is most appropriate for a Nation in which the 
industrial revolution achieved a most luxuriant flowering—matching 
the earlier American Revolution that gave our country its freedom 
and its unique institutions. 

The Museum of History and Technology will be the Nation’s 
unique history book of objects. In it the main elements of our 
national progress will be represented and related. Instead of the 
clutter of cases and machines that crowd the old building, we plan a 
series of modern halls highlighting the principal periods of our history 
from colonial days to the present. 

Each main hall will illustrate the dominant character of a particular 
period (the exploration of the West, for example) against a back- 
ground a the times. This story of our national development will 
be told with original documents, machines, costumes, inventions, home 
furnishings, weapons, the personal effects of famous Americans, and 
many other classes of authentic objects. 

Connected with these main halls will be other halls in which the 
development of particular devices or subjects (automobiles, mining, 
and medicine are some) will be illustrated in detail. Here, in these 
halls, will be demonstrated the painstaking study, work, management, 
and trials that have been the lifeblood of our Nation’s S progress. 

Likewise in the museum will be shown the Smithsonian’s world- 
famous collections of stamps and coins, guns, watercraft models, and 
all the others that have made the Institution a mecca for scholars, 
collectors, and hobbyists, the country over. 

I might say, in this connection, that at The Hague last year, where 
I represented this country at an international conference, I was asked 
why the United States does not have better national museums in the 
fields of history or engineering and industry. To my questioners it 
seemed remarkable that we do not. 

Almost every nation abroad now has fine museums of history, 
science, and technology. To me it does seem incredible that the 
United States, which has given such substantial aid to cultural activi- 
ties in other countries, itself does not have in its National Capital a 
national museum at least equal to those of many of our less wealthy 
western neighbors. Yet we have, in terms of objects, the greatest 
collections in the world. 

Our situation is even more incredible when we consider the lengths 
to which nations behind the Iron Curtain will go to impress the world 
with their so-called scientific and cultural advances. The Russisns’ 
claims of priority with respect to the world’s important inventions 
is well known. It is proof at least, one might say, of their powers of 
invention. Each year they spend millions propagandizing such 
achievements. 
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Yet on the shelves and in the exhibit cases of the Smithsonian 
Institution rest Patent Office models, and often the original devices, 
that will put these claims in proper perspective. 

Recently the Russians announced plans to convert the entire 
Kremlin into a great national museum glorifying the Russian State. 
Can we deny that visitors to Moscow will be impressed by this 
display? Can we—confident in our knowledge of the good things 
our way of life brings to all our citizens—dare we fail to Tmanatwete 
to our visitors the progress that has made our free Nation great? 

Here, then, is an area in which the Smithsonian can uniquely serve 
an outstanding national need. The museum we envision—from its 
foyer, where we propose to enshrine the original Star Spangled 
Banner, through the whole sweep of its exhibit halls—is planned to 
instill in each citizen a deepened faith in our country’s destiny as 
champion of individual dignity and enterprise. Equally, it is con- 
ceived to instill in each foreign visitor admiration and respect for our 
ever-expanding social and technological horizons. 

The Smithsonian Institution has been dedicated for well over a 
century to the increase and diffusion of knowledge. At no time 
could the Smithsonian more effectively serve the Nation in this 
respect than today, through our proposed Museum of History and 
Technology. Were we to start tomorrow, gentlemen, translating our 
concepts into steel and stone and exhibits, it would not be a moment 
too soon. 

Senator Symineron. I would like to present to the committee a 
letter from the Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget saying 
that it has no objection to this bill. 

(The document referred to above is as follows:) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BupGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 8, 1956. 

My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This is in reply to your letter of May 19, 1955, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget with respect to 8. 1982, to 
authorize the construction of a building for a museum of history and technology 
for the Smithsonian Institution, including the preparation of plans and specifica- 
tions, and all other work incidental thereto. 

This bill, which is the same as H. R. 6117 and H. R. 6119 introduced by Rep- 
resentatives Auchincloss and Jones, respectively, would authorize and direct the 
regents of the Smithsonian Institution to have prepared drawings and specifica- 
tions for, and to construct, a building for a museum of history and technology. 
Such sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of the act are authorized 
to be appropriated. Provision is made also for a joint congressional committee 
on construction of this building. 

This office would have no objection to the enactment of this measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
PERCIVAL BRUNDAGE, 
Acting Director. 

Senator Symincron. I would also like to present for the record a 
letter from the Chairman of the National Capital Planning Commis- 
sion, Mr. Harland Bartholomew, saying that he favors the early 
construction of the proposed building. 

(The document referred to above is as follows:) 

Nationa Caprrat PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 27, 1955. 

Dear Senator Cuavez: Thank you for your request for an expression by this 

Commission on 8. 1982, a bill to authorize the construction of a building for a 


museum of history and technology for the Smithsonian Institution, including the 
preparation of plans and specifications, and all other work incidental thereto. 
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The Commission’s comprehensive plan has shown for a number of years the 
location for a Smithsonian building at the site proposed in the bill. 

As we have written Representative Charles r. Buckley, chairman of the 
Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, about H. R. 6117 
and 6119 (bills identical to 8. 1982), we favor the early construction of the proposed 
building and have no objection to the language of the bill as introduced. 

The Bureau of the Budget has indicated that it has no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


HARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, 
Chairman. 
Senator Symineton. I would also like to present for the record a 
letter from the Administrator of the General Services Administration 
stating that he believes this building would provide a welcome solu- 
tion to the space requirement for the Institution. 
(The document referred to above is as follows: ) 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 7, 19558. 
Re S. 1982. 

Dear SeEnaTOR Cuavez: Further reference is made to your letter of May 19 
requesting the views of this agency regarding 8. 1982, for the construction of a 
building for a museum of history and technology for the Smithsonian Institution. 

The bill directs the Regents of the Smithsonian Institution to have prepared 
drawings and to construct a building, with related equipment, suitable for a 
museum of history and technology to be located between 12th and 14th Streets 
NW., and Constitution Avenue and Madison Drive, in the District of Columbia. 
The exact location must be approved by the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission. 

Preparation of the drawings and specifications and the design and construction 
of the building would be under the supervision of the General Services Adminis- 
tration. Appropriations for these purposes, except incidental expenses needed 
by the Institution, would be transferred to the Administration for performance 
of the work. Design of the building requires approval by the Commission of 
Fine Arts. 

The bill further establishes a joint congressional committee on construction of 
a building for a Museum of History and Technology for the Smithsonian Institu- 
tion to advise with the Institution during the planning and construction of the 
building. The bill authorizes to be appropriated to the Institution sums necessary 
for the work. 

This agency is familiar with the space requirements of the Institution for these 
purposes. The proposed building would provide a welcome solution. This agency 
is prepared to cooperate fully toward a successful completion of this project. If 
the site selected for the building includes areas occupied by temporary Government 
buildings, substantial additional costs may be entailed for demolition, moving per- 
sonnel and furniture, and housing personnel in rented space. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Cordially yours, 
EpwarpD F, MANSURE, 
Administrator. 

Senator Symrneton. I would like to present for the record a letter 
from the Chairman of the Commission of Fine Arts, Mr. David E. 
Finley, stating that it is hoped that this proposed legislation for con- 
struction of this building will be enacted into law. 

(The document referred to above is as follows:) 


THe COMMISSION OF FINX ARTs, 
Interior Department Building, Washington, June 13, 1955. 
Dwar Senator CuHavzez: Your letter of June 2, 1955, requested the comments 
of the Commission of Fine Arts on 8. 1982, 84th Congress, a bill to authorize the 
construction of a building for a museum of history and technology for the 
Smithsonian Institution, including the preparation of plans and specifications, 
and all other work incidental thereto. 
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The Commission considered S. 1982 at a meeting on June 9, 1955, and the 
members have directed me to forward to your committee their approval of the 
provisions of the bill. They hope that this proposed legislation will be enacted 
into law so that plans may go forward without delay for the erection of a museum 
building for the use of the Smithsonian Institution in the Mall along Constitution 
Avenue, between 12th and 14th Streets NW. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us by telephone that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely vours, 
Davip E. Finury, Chairman 
(For the Commission of Fine Arts 


Senator SymMincton. I would also like to present for the record a 
letter from Mr. J. E. Graf, the Acting Secretary of the Smithsonian 
Institution, which I have not read. Presumably it is in favor of the 
construction of the building. 

(The document referred to above is as follows:) 


SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 20, 1945 

Dxar Senator Cuavez: Thank you for your letter of May 19, 1955, requesting 
the views of the Smitlisonian Institution on 8S. 1982, a bill to authorize the con- 
struction of a building for a museum of history and technology for the Smith- 
sonian Institution, including the preparation of plans and specifications, and all 
other work incidental thereto. 

I take this opportunity to express my deep appreciation to you and to the 
members of your committee and staff for the understanding and support which 
you have extended to us in furthering this needed legislation 

I can best state the Smithsonian Institution’s views on this bill by saying that 
it is the result of many years of thought and planning culminating in the decision 
of our Board of Regents to seek the construction of the building as rapidly as 
possible. 

The immediate urgency for the new building is the distressing condition of the 
75-vear-old Arts and Industries Building. This building which was cheaply 
constructed even for its day is an awkward shell of a building much too small for 
the collections which are crowded into it and for the millions who visit it each year 
It lacks the essential services of a building to handle museum crowds of such 
great size and no reconstruction of it would make it large enough or suitable for the 
purpose for which it was intended. 

The proposed new building is required to preserve and exhibit appropriately 
the collections which uniquely record our national history and great technological 
progress. The objective is to show these collections in effective exhibits that will 
inspire sentiments of respect and admiration for the traditions and accomplish- 
ments of the United States in the minds of our millions of visitors. 

Noteworthy exhibits will promote in the minds of our youth an interest in the 
productive careers of public service, science, and industry. This will be done 
successfully through the exhibition in an appropriate building of the actual objects 
associated with our Nation’s history and technological progress. 

Our studies indicate that a total of 797,500 square feet of space is needed. 
Included in our space estimates, for example, are some 300,000 square feet of 
exhibition space which is needed to exhibit properly the collections now on dis- 
play. Additional exhibition space is also required to portray elements of our 
progress now represented only in stored collections or by material in the posses- 
sion of private owners but which will be made available to us when appropriate 
space is provided. 

New means of spreading the cultural and patriotic influence of these collections 
to all parts of the country, as through museum-originated television and radio 
programs, require additional space. I can sum up these remarks on the extreme 
need for additional space by stating that a growing country must have a growing 
national museum to preserve and portray properly the significant relies of its 
progress. 

Many less wealthy but important nations have in recent years built national 
museums which put our Arts and Industries Building to shame in all respects 
except the unique character of our items on display. 

The site designated in this bill, and approved by the National Capital Planning 
Commission, is admirably situated in line with the National Gallery of Art and 
the Natural History Building of the National Museum. For the visiting tourist 
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it is on the direct route from the Capitol to the Washington Monument and the 


White House. Safe protected crossings for pedestrians exist between these points 
of interest. 


For the tourist and the residents of the thickly populated surrounding area, the 
location satisfies requirements agreed upon by museum planners. Some of these 
are (1) proximity to the business district, (2) abutment on main-traveled routes 


between downtown and outlying areas, and (3) adequate parking on the Mall 
drives. 
This project has the approval of the General Services Administration, the 
National Capital Planning Commission, and the Commission on Fine Arts. 
This report has been submitted to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
and he has no objection to its presentation to the Congress. 
Sincerely yours, 


J. E. Grav, Acting Secretary. 

Senator Symineron. Chairman Clarence Cannon, of the House 
Appropriations Committee, who I believe is a trustee of the Smith- 
sonian—is that correct, Mr. Keddy? 

Mr. Keppy. A Regent, sir. 

or SyMINGTON. He spoke to me and urged passage of this 
bill. 

Senator H. Alexander Smith, who is also a Regent, and Senator 
Saltonstall, a Regent, stated that they were in favor of the passage 
of the bill. 

Is there anybody here who would like to appear in support of or in 
opposition to this bill? 

(There was no response.) 

Senator Hruska. What is the thinking about the present structure? 

Mr. Keppy. We will retain that because we are so desperately 
in need of space. And the Secretary has the thought that we will 
continue the use of it after we move into the new building on Con- 
stitution Avenue. We will use it for our airplane collections which 
are now mostly housed in temporary storage warehouses in Maryland, 
that vast collection of aircraft, aeronautical collections, practically 
all in storage. 

Senator Hruska. You are more than doubling the space, however, 
that you presently have when you build the new building. 

Mr. Keppy. We are more than doubling the space, but that 
additional exhibition space will be used for material of historical and 
technological importance, which is now in storage. 

Senator Hruska. Have any estimates been provided on the amount 
of rehabilitation that will be necessary for the present structure? 

Mr. Keppy. We do not expect to do any more than is absolutely 
necessary, because eventually, when we get our new museum, that 
structure will be replaced for a smaller structure, because 75 feet of 
it hangs over Ninth Street and it is in the way of the District Highway 
Department’s plans for development. Eventually that will be re- 
placed by a smaller building. 

Senator Hruska. Is there any way of telling how soon that is, 

“eventually’’? 

Mr. Keppy. From my knowledge of affairs, I would say it would 
be at least 15 years. 

Senator Hruska. That is all. 

Senator Gorz. I have no questions. 

Senator Syminecton. Thank you, very much. 

Mr. Keppy. Thank you, gentlemen. 
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Senator SyMineTon. I suggest the committee now go into executive 

session. 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Wash nator dD Vay 2. I 955 
Re 8. 1210. 
Hon. Dennis CHAveEz, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Cuavez: This is with further reference to your letter of Febru- 
ary 26, acknowledged February 28, requesting our views on 8. 1210 

The bill would amend section 407 of the Public Buildings Act of 1949 by 
eliminating the 1-year limitation on our authority to acquire space by lease in the 
District of Columbia for the housing of Federal agencies 

We consider that the extent of our authority in this regard is a matter of 

licy for the Congress to decide. 

We should point out, however, that our experience in operating under the present 
law discloses that the l-vear limitation has had no adverse effect on the procure- 
ment of required space. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Cordially yours, 
Epmunp F. Mansure, Administrat(or 


(Whereupon the subcommittee moved into executive session for 
consideration of H. R. 6410 and S. 1210.) 


x 














